
Appendix F: Responses to Comments 

Appendix F is organized as follows:  

F.1 Introduction  

F.2 Format of the Responses to Comments: This section describes the format and 
organization of the comments received on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIR) and the responses to those comments.  

F.3 Responses to Comments Received: This section provides a list of the comments received 
on the Draft SEIR by a member of the public, agency, company, or organization, and lists the 
unique number for each comment letter. Immediately following the list of individual comments 
received, responses are provided for comments received as letters and oral testimony. 

F.4 References: This section provides references used in Section F.3, Responses to Comments 
Received. 

F.5 Attachments: This section provides attachments referred in Section F.3, Responses to 
Comments Received. 

F.1 Introduction 
Comments received during the 45-day public comment period for the Draft SEIR, ending 22 June 2014, 
included written comments from four agencies, oral testimony from one individual representing one 
company, and written comments from one legal firm and one individual representing one company. The 
latter comments were similar to the same party’s comments provided as oral testimony during the 
Environmental Hearing on 28 May 2014. 

F.2 Format of the Responses to Comments 
Comments received on the Draft SEIR are organized by the type of commenter, with agencies listed first, 
then organizations, companies, and individuals. Within each group commenters are listed alphabetically. 
Each comment letter or e-mail is assigned a unique number with each comment individually numbered 
as well. Individual comments and issues within each comment letter or e-mail are numbered 
individually along the margins in Section F.3. For example, comment 2-1 is the first substantive 
comment in Comment Letter 2; “2” represents the commenter; the “1” refers to the first comment in that 
letter. All comment letters are available in the Administrative Record for the Project. 

F.3 Responses to Comments Received 
Table F-1 lists all agencies, organizations, companies, and individuals that provided written and oral 
comments on the Draft SEIR. As described above, each comment letter was assigned a unique number.  
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Table F-1: Index of Comments Received on the Draft SEIR 

Commenter 
Number 

Name of Commenter 
Response to 

Comment Location 

Agency 

1 Mr. Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse F-3 

2 Ms. Frances Romero, Mayor, City of Guadalupe F-5 

3 
Ms. Carly Wilburton, Air Quality Specialist, Santa Barbara County 
Air Pollution Control District 

F-7 

Organization 

N/A N/A N/A 

Company 

4 Mr. George Gordon, Gordon Sand Company (Environmental 
Hearing) 

F-8 

5 Mr. George Gordon, Gordon Sand Company  F-11 

6 Mr. Peter Candy, Hollister & Brace, representing Gordon Sand 
Company 

F-15 

Individual 

N/A N/A N/A 
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Comment Response 1-1: Comment noted.
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Comment Response 2-1: Comment noted. As required by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a reasonable range of 
alternatives were analyzed in the Draft SEIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6). Three different project scenarios were considered in the 
Draft SEIR, including the Proposed Project, the Hybrid Gravel Removal 
Alternative, and the No Project Alternative. No other alternatives 
would be practicable, feasible, or substantially different from those 
alternatives considered in the Draft SEIR. 
 
Comment Response 2-2: Comment noted. Mitigation Measure REC-1: 
In-Lieu Property Acquisition has been crafted to offset impacts to 
recreation and visual resources resulting from the remnant gravel that 
would remain at the Project Site under the Proposed Project. Section 
6(E)(1)(c) of the Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and 
Guidelines Manual describes that off-site mitigation approaches may 
be appropriate at times if a greater ecological value may be clearly 
gained than with on-site mitigation (i.e., where on-site habitat is of low 
quality or highly fragmented). In-lieu fees are commonly imposed as 
mitigation under CEQA. Whenever establishing, imposing, or 
increasing a fee "as a condition of approval of a development project," 
the local agency imposing the fee must identify the purpose of the fee 
and the use to which it will be put (Government Code section 66001). 
These conditions are clearly met by the mitigation measure, which sets 
standards for optimum acquisition properties. It is important to 
distinguish that the acquisition of property for recreation and open-
space use constitutes the off-site mitigation, not simply the provision of 
an in-lieu fee to the County. While the acquisition of property would 
not mitigate impacts to recreation and visual resources on-site, the 
regional increase in public land available for recreation and open-space 
uses would offset these impacts and would provide indirect benefits to 
geological resources as well as biological resources. 
 
Comment Response 2-3: Comment noted. As described in Section 3.9, 
Recreation the remnant gravel does not terminate or physically 
obstruct public access; however, when viewed by a recreationist  
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Comment Response 2-3 (cont.): within the Rancho Guadalupe Dunes 
County Park the presence of the gravel would result in an adverse 
impact to the recreational experience. The remnant gravel in the dune 
area, which would be retained under the Proposed Project, would 
noticeably detract from a more natural, pristine state described for the 
existing setting in the 1982 Final EIR. Consequently, recreationists 
would continue to experience adverse impacts in Rancho Guadalupe 
Dunes County Park. However, the in-lieu fee provided by the Applicant, 
which would be used by the County to purchase property for public 
recreational or open-space purposes, would offset this impact as it 
would increase the regional area available for public recreation and 
open-space use. As described in Comment Response 2-2, off-site 
mitigation is commonly imposed to offset impacts under CEQA. MM 
REC-1 provides a reasonable mitigation ratio and clear standards for 
the acquisition of property that would ensure impacts to recreation 
and visual resources at Rancho Guadalupe Dunes County Park are 
adequately offset by regional increases in opportunities for coastal 
recreation and open-space use. 
 
Comment Response 2-4: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 2-2 and Comment Response 2-3. Off-site mitigation is 
commonly imposed to offset impacts under CEQA. Although funding re-
location of the road would represent a benefit to recreational 
resources at the Project Site, it would not address or offset the visual 
impacts that create the adverse impacts associated with the remnant 
gravel. MM REC-1 defines an optimal property that would be located 
within the vicinity of the Project Site and characterized, to the extent 
feasible, by similar dune habitat with substantial scenic value and 
similar recreational value. Acquisition of such a property at a 3:1 
mitigation ratio would adequately offset impacts at the Project Site by 
increasing regional opportunities for coastal recreation and open-
space uses. 
 
Comment Response 2-5: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 2-4. Also, please note that the County is actively pursuing a 
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for Rancho Guadalupe Dunes 
Preserve County Park. The County is currently responding to 
comments from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

F-6 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Comment Response 3-1: Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 4-1: Comment noted. The County has historically 
and effectively implemented off-site mitigations funded with in-lieu 
fees as an optional method to mitigate some resource impacts (e.g. 
specimen trees, native habitats). As described in MM REC-1: In-Lieu 
Property Acquisition, mitigation for significant impacts to recreation as 
well as aesthetics and visual resources would include the provision of 
an in-lieu fee by the Applicant to the County of Santa Barbara for the 
purchase of property in north coastal Santa Barbara County for public 
recreational or open-space uses. Comparable or superior resource 
qualities of candidate off-site property acquisitions combined with an 
appropriate replacement ratio are foremost factors to determine 
acceptable mitigation. The exact monetary value necessary for the 
purchase of the acquisition property would vary depending on location 
and property values at the time of acquisition. Although the exact 
monetary value of the in-lieu fee is not specified in the mitigation, MM 
REC-1 requires that the in-lieu fee be sufficient for the purchase of 
property at a ratio of not less than 3:1. Consequently, as 18.9 acres 
within the Project Site are impacted by remnant gravel, the in-lieu fee 
would be sufficient to purchase at least 56.7 acres of property in north 
coastal Santa Barbara County. The County would ensure compliance 
with the mitigation measure through exercise of its zoning clearance 
and permit compliance process, or other administrative process as 
appropriate.  
 
Comment Response 4-2: Comment noted. A portion of the remnant 
gravel at Site 2 is located within the Gordon Sands property, within the 
Gordon Sand Company sand pit. The location of the remnant gravel, as 
described in the 2010 AECOM report is shown in Chapter 2, Description 
of Proposed Project and Alternatives in Figure 2-2. Additionally, please 
see the diagram showing the location and depth of remnant gravel 
within the sand pit (AECOM 2010), which has been included in Section 
F.5, Attachments. 
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Comment Response 4-3: Comment noted. The location of the remnant 
gravel within the Project Site is based on the 2010 AECOM report, 
which relies on soil borings (2002-2003) and surface visual 
assessments (2010) conducted within Site D, Site 2, the Road Site, and 
the Upper Area. Original drawings of the Gordon Sand Company 
process plant show a 20-foot wide sand road between West Main 
Street and the 20-foot wide sand road accessing the sand pit. The grid 
for soil boring at the Upper Area in the 2010 AECOM report covers the 
area just west of (and up the hill from) the Gordon Sand Company 
process plant. This grid also includes the area historically used by 
Gordon Sand Company as a “rock spoil” area (southeast of the access 
road) and the access road itself. Aerial photographs from 1977 and 
1981 (pre-dating the Site D construction) show that this rock spoil area 
was mostly in place by the time the gravel access road was built in 
1985, though the 1985 aerial photograph seems to indicate that more 
material was pushed out over a portion of this area during this period 
of time (AECOM 2010). Substantial gravel occurs at the surface over 
most of the grid area and at depth mainly along the south edge of the 
rock spoil area. Given the past uses and development history of this 
area as indicated by the aerial photographs (e.g., previous industrial 
uses and use of the Rancho Guadalupe Dunes County Park as a movie 
set), AECOM (2010) could not determine the origin of the deeper 
gravel material in this location (AECOM 2010). Nevertheless, 
implementation of the Proposed Project would not affect the 
reclamation responsibilities of the Gordon Sand Company outlined in 
the Gordon Sand Final Reclamation Plan (1993) (see Comment 
Response 4-4, below). 
 
Comment Response 4-4: Comment noted. With regard comments 
associated with wind-blown gravels and cobbles please see Comment 
Response 5-1a. Using the Bagnold (1941) equation for entrainment of 
particles by wind, it was found that a 0.025 cm diameter particle has a 
theoretical critical sheer velocity of approximately 5.15 miles per hour 
(Beckstrand 1998). Other publications estimate the actual threshold 
wind velocity for sand at approximately 14 miles per hour (Worley 
Parsons 2010; Tsoar 2004). Using the Bagnold equation, it follows that 
in order to transport a six inch diameter cobble winds in excess of 120 
miles per hour would be required. 
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Comment Response 4-4 (cont.): Even gravel three inches in diameter 
would require wind gusts in excess of 50 miles per hour. Realistically, 
threshold wind velocity might be even greater than these theoretical 
calculations. As winds of these velocities are rare at Rancho Guadalupe 
Dunes County Park, the evidence does not support a conclusion that 
cobbles from the Husky Oil operations have blown over from Site D 
into the Gordon Sand Company sand mine. Further, as the prevailing 
winds at the Project Site are from the west-northwest (Western 
Regional Climate Center [WRCC] 2002), any such aeolian processes 
would transport gravel or cobbles to the southwest from Site D into the 
Gordon Sand Company mine. In order for materials to be transported 
in this direction a prevailing northeast wind would be required. 
Nevertheless, Gordon Sand Company would not be responsible for the 
reclamation of remnant gravel retained under the Proposed Project. As 
stated in Item 1(d) within the Gordon Sand Final Reclamation Plan 
(1993) “clay, silt, or rock materials removed from the access road and 
processing plant during reclamation would be placed into the sand pit 
for disposal.” Therefore, Gordon Sand Company would not be 
burdened by separating remnant gravel from the overlying clay access 
road, for which the company is responsible. 
 
Comment Response 4-5: Comment noted. Refer to Comment 
Response 4-4.  
 
Comment Response 4-6: Comment noted. Refer to Comment 
Response 4-4.  
 
Comment Response 4-7: Comment noted. The volume estimate 
within the 2010 AECOM report only accounts for the areas at the 
Project Site that are “substantially” impacted by remnant gravels (e.g., 
Site D and the eastern portion of the Road Site). The Draft SEIR 
conservatively captures all sand affected by remnant gravel and 
therefore results in a larger volume estimate.
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Comment Response 5-1a: Comment noted. Sand dunes, like those 
found at Rancho Guadalupe Dunes County Park, form when there is (1) 
a ready supply of sand, (2) a steady wind, and (3) some kind of obstacle 
such as vegetation, rocks, or fences, to trap some of the sand. Sand 
dunes form when moving air slows down on the downwind side of an 
obstacle. The sand grains drop out and form a mound that becomes a 
dune (Nelson 2003). Using the Bagnold (1941) equation for 
entrainment of particles by wind, it was found that a 0.025 cm 
diameter particle has a theoretical critical sheer velocity of 
approximately 5.15 miles per hour (Beckstrand 1998). Other 
publications estimate the actual threshold wind velocity for sand at 
approximately 14 miles per hour (Worley Parsons 2010; Tsoar 2004). 
Using the Bagnold equation, it follows that in order to transport a six 
inch diameter cobble winds in excess of 120 miles per hour would be 
required. Even gravel three inches in diameter would require wind 
gusts in excess of 50 miles per hour. Realistically, the requisite 
threshold wind velocity might be even greater than these theoretical 
calculations. As winds of these velocities are uncommon at Rancho 
Guadalupe Dunes County Park, the evidence does not support a 
conclusion that cobbles from the Husky Oil operations have blown over 
500 feet from Site D into the Gordon Sand Company sand mine. 
Further, as the prevailing winds at the Project Site are from the west-
northwest (WRCC 2002), it is unlikely that aeolian processes are 
transporting gravel or cobbles to the southwest from Site D into the 
Gordon Sand Company mine. In order for materials to be transported 
in this direction a prevailing northeast wind would be required.  
 
Review of County aerial photographs of the Project Site reveal 
movement of gravel at Site 2 is from east to west, against the prevailing 
wind direction, tracking the movement of the sand pit on Gordon Sand 
Company property. Remnant gravel at Project Site is slowly becoming 
exposed as a result of a process known as deflation. Deflation is the 
lowering of the land surface due to removal of fine-grained particles by 
the wind. Deflation concentrates the coarser grained particles at the 
surface, eventually resulting in a surface composed only of the coarser 
grained fragments that cannot be transported by the wind. After the 
gravels are exposed at the Project Site, additional unrelated 
disturbances (e.g., from heavy equipment) could be responsible
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Comment Response 5-1a (cont.): for the movement of gravel. Gravel 
at Site 2, including remnant gravel within the Gordon Sand Company 
sand pit has likely been further distributed by the movement and 
operation of heavy equipment in this area, including the use of an 
alternative access route to the sand pit beginning prior to April 1993.  
 
Comment Response 5-1b: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 4-3. The Upper Area analyzed in the Draft SEIR includes the 
“rock spoil.” Aerial photographs from 1977 and 1981 (pre-dating the 
Site D construction) show that this rock spoil area was mostly in place 
by the time the gravel access road was built in 1985, though the 1985 
aerial photograph seems to indicate that more material was pushed out 
over a portion of this area during this period of time (AECOM 2010). 
Given the buildup history of this area as indicated by the aerial 
photographs (e.g., previous industrial uses and use of the Rancho 
Guadalupe Dunes County Park as a movie set), AECOM (2010) could 
not determine the origin of the deeper gravel material is this location 
(AECOM 2010). 
 
Comment Response 5-1c: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 4-4. The location of the remnant gravel within the Project 
Site is based on the 2010 AECOM report, which relies on soil borings 
(2002-2003) and surface visual assessments (2010) conducted within 
Site D, Site 2, the Road Site, and the Upper Area. Gordon Sand Company 
would not be responsible for the reclamation of remnant gravel 
retained under the Proposed Project. Further, as stated in Item 1(d) 
within the Gordon Sand Final Reclamation Plan (1993) “clay, silt, or 
rock materials removed from the access road and processing plant 
during reclamation would be placed into the sand pit for disposal.” 
Therefore, Gordon Sand Company would not be burdened by 
separating remnant gravel from the overlying clay access road, for 
which the company is responsible. 
 
Comment Response 5-1d: Comment noted. As described in the Draft 
SEIR site assessments were conducted and confirmed that no 

F-12 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Comment Response 5-1d (cont.): hazardous levels of any materials 
were present in the soils or in the groundwater (Binder 1993). These 
assessments and a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) to remove crude 
impacted soils within the fenced area were forwarded to the County 
Environmental Health Department and to the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB). Upon review of these findings, these agencies 
deferred oversight to the County Petroleum Department, which 
approved the RAP in July 1992. 
 
Comment Response 5-1e: Comment noted. Refer to Comment 
Response 4-3 and Comment Response 4-4. The location of the remnant 
gravel within the Project Site is based on the 2010 AECOM report, 
which relies on soil borings (2002-2003) and surface visual 
assessments (2010) conducted within Site D, Site 2, the Road Site, and 
the Upper Area. Gordon Sand Company would not be responsible for 
the reclamation of remnant gravel retained under the Proposed 
Project. Further, as stated in Item 1(d) within the Gordon Sand Final 
Reclamation Plan (1993) “clay, silt, or rock materials removed from the 
access road and processing plant during reclamation would be placed 
into the sand pit for disposal.” Therefore, Gordon Sand Company would 
not be burdened by separating remnant gravel from the overlying clay 
access road, for which the company is responsible. 
 
Comment Response 5-2: Comment noted. Operations associated with 
the Gordon Sand Company adjacent to the Project Site would not be 
different from those as described after 1997, when the remaining 
Husky Oil features were removed. The evidence does not support a 
conclusion that the large gravels would move substantially as a result 
of entrainment by wind (refer to Comment Response 5-1a). 
Consequently, there is no basis to conclude that future operations costs 
would increase as a result of the retention of remnant gravels under 
the Proposed Project. Additionally, Gordon Sand Company would not 
be responsible for the reclamation of remnant gravel retained under 
the Proposed Project (refer to Comment Response 4-4). As stated in 
Item 1(d) within the Gordon Sand Final Reclamation Plan (1993) “clay, 
silt, or rock materials removed from the access road and processing 
plant during reclamation would be placed into the sand pit for 
disposal.” Therefore, Gordon Sand Company would not be burdened
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Comment Response 5-2 (cont.): by separating remnant gravel from 
the overlying clay access road, for which the company is responsible. 
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Comment Response 6-1: Comment noted. The 1982 Final EIR and the 
associated permit, 96-CP-010, do not specify a range of diameters for 
gravel used for the access road. However, while the Gordon Sand 
Company has provided examples of cobbles ranging in size up to six 
inches in diameter, the vast majority of gravel on-site (i.e., greater than 
95 percent), including surface gravels observed during the site visit, 
are less than three inches in diameter as shown in Section 3.1, 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources. Additionally, Permit Condition #31 
applies to all introduced materials including gravel and/or cobbles. 
 
Comment Response 6-2: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 5-1a. Remnant gravel at the Project Site is slowly becoming 
exposed as a result of a process known as deflation. Deflation is the 
lowering of the land surface due to removal of fine-grained particles by 
the wind. Deflation concentrates the coarser grained particles at the 
surface, eventually resulting in a surface composed only of the coarser 
grained fragments that cannot be transported by the wind (Nelson 
2003). As described in Comment Response 5-1a, the threshold wind 
velocity for sand is between approximately five miles per hour and 14 
miles per hour. Due to the large threshold wind velocity necessary to 
transport larger gravel, the evidence does not support a conclusion 
that remnant gravel from Husky Oil operations have been transported 
substantial distances by natural processes such as wind entrainment. 
Further, the prevailing west-northwest wind (WRCC 2002) would not 
explain the movement of gravel from Site D to the southwest into the 
Gordon Sand Company sand mine. In order for materials to be 
transported in this direction a prevailing northeast wind would be 
required. Instead it is likely that these gravels have been disturbed by 
other operations adjacent to and within the Project Site, such as the 
mining operation. 
 
Comment Response 6-3: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 4-2 and Comment Response 5-1a. 
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Comment Response 6-4: Comment noted. Within the area of the 
Gordon Sand Company sand pit that is disturbed by gravel, gravels 
occur primarily at the surface, between two to eight inches. However, a 
substantial area of gravel occurs within the pit at depths up to four feet 
below ground level. Please see the diagram showing the location and 
depth of remnant gravel within the sand pit (AECOM 2010), which has 
been included in Section F.5, Attachments. 
 
Comment Response 6-5: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 4-2. The location of the remnant gravel, as described in the 
2010 AECOM report is shown in Chapter 2, Description of Proposed 
Project and Alternatives. 
 
Comment Response 6-6: Comment noted. Refer to Comment 
Response 5-1a. Further, as described in Comment Response 4-4, 
Gordon Sand Company would not be responsible for the reclamation of 
remnant gravels retained under the Proposed Project. 
 
Comment Response 6-7: Comment noted. The evidence does not 
support a conclusion that the gravels would move substantially as a 
result of entrainment by wind (refer to Comment Response 5-1a). 
Additionally, Gordon Sand Company would not be responsible for the 
reclamation of remnant gravel retained under the Proposed Project 
(refer to Comment Response 4-4). As stated in Item 1(d) within the 
Gordon Sand Final Reclamation Plan (1993) “clay, silt, or rock 
materials removed from the access road and processing plant during 
reclamation would be placed into the sand pit for disposal.” Therefore, 
Gordon Sand Company would not be burdened by separating remnant 
gravel from the overlying clay access road, for which the company is 
responsible. Additional analysis reflecting Comment Response 5-1a has 
been included in Section 3.11.5, Mineral Resources to describe potential 
adverse but less than significant impacts to adjacent sand mining 
operations (see Comment Response 6-9).  
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Comment Response 6-8: Comment noted. Although inland sand 
deposits exist within Santa Barbara County (e.g., Santa Ynez River 
Bed), it is recognized that the Gordon Sand Company sand mining 
operation could reasonably be considered a coastal dependent use. 
However, an analysis of coastal processes at Rancho Guadalupe Dunes 
County Park has demonstrated that aeolian transport is not 
responsible for the movement of remnant gravel at the Project Site 
(refer to Comment Response 5-1a). Due to the large critical wind 
threshold for movement of gravels, the evidence does not support a 
conclusion that the remnant gravels would move substantially as a 
result of entrainment by wind. Further, as the prevailing wind at 
Rancho Guadalupe Dunes County Park is from the northwest, it does 
not explain the movement of gravels from Site D to the southwest 
toward the Gordon Sand Company sand pit. In order for materials to be 
transported in this direction a prevailing northeast wind would be 
required. Instead a review of aerial photographs of the Project Site 
shows that the movement of gravel at Site 2 is from east to west, 
tracking the movement of the sand pit on Gordon Sand Company 
property and suggesting that disturbance by heavy equipment of the 
mining operation is responsible for the movement of gravel. Further, 
the Husky Oil operations and Gordon Sand Company operations have 
existed together for decades and final reclamation plans for the Gordon 
Sand Company sand mining operation allow for the retention of 
gravels. Consequently, any potentially adverse impacts to existing 
development as a result of coastal processes would be less than 
significant. Additional analysis reflective of Comment Response 5-1a 
has been added to Section 3.11.2, Coastal Resources to support these 
findings.  
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Comment Response 6-9: Comment noted. Please see Comment 
Response 5-1a and 6-8. Additional information has been added to 
Section 3.11.5, Mineral Resources recognizing that the Conservation 
Element of the County’s Comprehensive Plan delineates the Guadalupe 
Dunes as an important known mineral site. However, as described in 
Comment Response 5-1a, an analysis of coastal processes at Rancho 
Guadalupe Dunes County Park has demonstrated that aeolian transport 
is not responsible for the movement of remnant gravel at the Project 
Site. Due to the large critical wind threshold for movement of gravels, 
the evidence does not support a conclusion that the remnant gravels 
would move substantially as a result of entrainment by wind. Further, 
as the prevailing wind at Rancho Guadalupe Dunes County Park is from 
the northwest, it does not explain the movement of gravels from Site D 
to the southwest toward the Gordon Sand Company sand pit. In order 
for materials to be transported in this direction a prevailing northeast 
wind would be required. Instead a review of aerial photographs of the 
Project Site shows that the movement of gravel at Site 2 is from east to 
west, tracking the movement of the sand pit on Gordon Sand Company 
property and suggesting that disturbance by heavy equipment could be 
responsible for the movement of gravel. Consequently, any potentially 
adverse impacts to mineral resources as a result of the retention of 
remnant gravels under the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant. Additional analysis reflective of Comment Response 5-1a 
has been added to Section 3.11.5, Mineral Resources to support these 
findings.  
 
Comment Response 6-10: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 6-9. 
 
Comment Response 6-11: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 6-9. Further, as described in Comment Response 4-4, Gordon 
Sand Company would not be responsible for the reclamation of 
remnant gravel retained under the Proposed Project. As stated in Item 
1(d) within the Gordon Sand Final Reclamation Plan (1993) “clay, silt, 
or rock materials removed from the access road and processing plant 
during reclamation would be placed into the sand pit for disposal.”
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Comment Response 6-11 (cont.): Therefore, Gordon Sand Company 
would not be burdened by separating remnant gravel from the 
overlying clay access road, for which the company is responsible. 
 
Comment Response 6-12: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 6-8 and Comment Response 6-9. Additionally, as described in 
Comment Response 4-4, Item 1(d) within the Gordon Sand Final 
Reclamation Plan (1993) states that “clay, silt, or rock materials 
removed from the access road and processing plant during reclamation 
would be placed into the sand pit for disposal.” Consequently, Gordon 
Sand Company would not be burdened by separating remnant gravel 
from the overlying clay access road, for which the company is 
responsible.  
  
Comment Response 6-13: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 6-8 and Comment Response 6-9. Additionally, as described in 
Comment Response 4-4, Item 1(d) within the Gordon Sand Final 
Reclamation Plan (1993) states that “clay, silt, or rock materials 
removed from the access road and processing plant during reclamation 
would be placed into the sand pit for disposal.” Consequently, Gordon 
Sand Company would not be burdened by separating remnant gravel 
from the overlying clay access road, for which the company is 
responsible. 
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Comment Response 6-14: Comment noted. Please refer to Comment 
Response 2-2. In-lieu fees are commonly imposed as mitigation under 
CEQA. Whenever establishing, imposing, or increasing a fee "as a 
condition of approval of a development project," the local agency 
imposing the fee must identify the purpose of the fee and the use to 
which it will be put (Government Code section 66001). These 
conditions are clearly met by the mitigation measure, which sets 
standards for optimum acquisition properties. It is important to 
distinguish that the acquisition of property for recreation and open-
space use constitutes the off-site mitigation, not simply the provision of 
an in-lieu fee to the County. While the acquisition of property would 
not eliminate impacts to recreation and visual resources on-site, the 
regional increase in public land available for recreation and open-space 
uses would offset these impacts and would provide indirect benefits to 
geological resources and biological resources. Although the exact 
monetary value of the in-lieu fee is not specified in the mitigation, MM 
REC-1 requires that the in-lieu fee be sufficient for the purchase of 
property at a ratio of not less than 3:1. Consequently as 18.9 acres 
within the Project Site are impacted by remnant gravel, the in-lieu fee 
would be sufficient to purchase at least 56.7 acres of property in north 
coastal Santa Barbara County. The County would ensure compliance 
with the mitigation measure through exercise of its zoning clearance 
and permit compliance process, or other administrative process as 
appropriate.  
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Comment Response 6-15: Comment noted. Refer to Comment 
Response 6-14. Although the exact monetary value of the in-lieu fee is 
not specified in the mitigation, MM REC-1 requires that the in-lieu fee 
be sufficient for the purchase of property at a ratio of not less than 3:1. 
Consequently as 18.9 acres within the Project Site are impacted by 
remnant gravel, the in-lieu fee would be sufficient to purchase at least 
56.7 acres of property in north coastal Santa Barbara County. Prior to 
release of the permit modification removing Permit Condition #31, the 
County would ensure through the permitting process that the 
Applicant-provided in-lieu fee is sufficient and is used purchase an 
acquisition property that meets the criteria set forth in MM REC-1 to 
the maximum extent feasible. The permit modification would not be 
released prior to the property acquisition.

F-23 
 



 

F.4 References 
AECOM. 2010. Restoration Work Plan Guadalupe Dunes Santa Barbara County, California. 

Beckstrand, D. 1998. Entrainment of Sand by Fluids. Available at: 
<http://nwgeoscience.com/dunes/files/entrainment.pdf>. 

Binder, C., Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Service. 1993. RE: Swepi Guadalupe Oilfield 
Site, Guadalupe, CA, SMU Site #13. May 25. 

Gordon Sand Company Reclamation Plan. 1993. File Number 90-RP-002. Guadalupe Dunes / 
Guadalupe Area. Santa Barbara County. California. 

Nelson, S.A. 2003. Wind Action and Deserts. Available at: 
<http://www.tulane.edu/~sanelson/geol111/deserts.htm>. 

Tsoar, H. 2004. Sand Dunes Mobility and Stability in Relation to Climate. Preprint submitted to 
Physica A. Available at: 
<http://www.researchgate.net/publication/228530676_Sand_dunes_mobility_and_stability_in_
relation_to_climate/file/9c96052539e543d564.pdf>. 

Western Regional Climate Center (WRCC). 2002. Prevailing Wind Direction. Available at: 
<http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfiles/westwinddir.html#CALIFORNIA>. 

Worley Parsons. 2010. Aeolian Transport Evaluation and Ancient Shoreline Delineation Report. 
Genesis Solar Energy Project, Riverside County, CA.

F-24 
 



 

F.5 Attachments 
 

F-25 
 



• 
Area 2 
Proposed Excavation Depths 

Observed Snowy Plover Nest Sites I I Surface only - 2 to 8 inches 

2003 .& 
~ -4 ftdepth 

2002 .& 
~ -7-IOftdepth

2001 .& 
o Sample site ~l\'\'" 

~l\'\'" 
Property boundary ,,,oq 

SOmecen
 

100 f.el
 

o 

o 
GORDON SAND COMPANY 

Property boundary 

,
 

"
 • 

,~;,;~~ 
"..'1\.'flC~ 

• 

,.,.,-,,$&-

l' 
N 

;' -.-=c /~~~~~«~~~~~~<:<~~~««~S!J~'> ~ 

~'2\...,,.,c\() 

,.. 
,..,­

...,' 


	Appendix F: Responses to Comments
	F.1 Introduction
	F.2 Format of the Responses to Comments
	F.3 Responses to Comments Received
	Table F-1: Index of Comments Received on the Draft SEIR

	F.4 References
	F.5 Attachments




